have not played much of arole, — manganese and copper in Wﬁm
ﬁ m in driving the cleanup. of hun alth, how, giver
E‘}s::a we m%ﬁagﬁ m %:m*i%ﬁﬁ "%’E&ig ¢ the late stage of ;"zsumrs und in
Butte, will these be addressed
and mzt igated? Will we need to
open the consent decree?
g

f:xﬁ&ffé&lﬁl} \ i“hm 15 mm for
further study of Professor Hail-
er's and McDermott’s data and
inferences. (I must say [ know

How will these contami-
nants be addressed in terms of
@T&E“%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ min mg is fmfmm“’i in the “Flat?”

Professor Hailer =~ MDEQ. Superfund is a federal I could suggest more than the
and she hasun- pr{m&m Eim&g d{} we achieve a twelve above. But we need to
questionable let the precautionary principle
integ rz-tv &z‘ié @i:sﬂw guide us: Even if data is incom~
ity.) Ev plete, that does wm obviate

_ ~ Ehiﬁ& outsid %_?&ﬁ nor-
mal range for zinc, copper and sB Health Department needs
para manganese? EPA has said they to be mzr&iv&é &nd&r Karen's
— @mmﬁr a:s:mt&m: are within the normal range or direction, it is competent and
“Study begets slightly above the normal. Pro-  proactive,
study as dog begets dog) It is fessor Hailer makes a case for Going forward, I hope we
never-ending. But the potential  much higher? We need an an- spend more time, not on trying
health harm manganese,  swer, now. to defend in an ossified way
zine and coj ants i 6. I have looked at several previous positions but by being
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L83 Likal LI, 1 WLl Si;ﬁ.? ég%f‘ﬁ"{
%Ew fol 5&&@*1&%{. iﬁ”ﬁ"ﬁé@ﬁmtﬁ éﬁ%ﬁ

ossible sources {}f

1?2 How could they
%awz% bmz exposed? Have these
three contaminants been inves-
tigated during the initial phases
of Superfund in Butte? if so,
what were the results? Are these
results still valid? Do we need to
reassess the results? I call upon
EPA and its “partner” MDEQ to
answer this question.

2. };""Em corts ants of hu-
a1 sern for Su~

rsenic, lead and mercury. Why
were these the ones chosen?
Why were zinc, manganese and
copper excluded? Do we need
to revisit that decision? RMAI
said last evening %:%;ggt they have
not analyzed for zinc, copper or
manganese. Should they do so
now?

‘%ﬁ Ii was g"%:mm ?1&?’ iﬁét%’m&%:m in

f»;t’z:z d@f mg th&z mmm f:}i gxposure
was airborne. Is this still th@
case? Air quality issuesin B

(S-S RINIBEE: ol | gmu iiiwiidﬁ B B8 1wt O |
E;} %m&&a:m‘ f,:: W 31

Wood 53@“}{}%& i, mm m{}mr mi'g
Paint

7. Notwithstanding number
6, active copper mining stands
out as a potential source, which
brings us back to the need to
know what is going on now.

8. What are the routes of
transfer from existing zinc,
zmmgams se or copper contami~-

g,t_mm to ‘E:mb*gf% %ﬁ{}i}g%f ‘

H&iﬁé@r %M ms: ;ﬁh{i msﬂ in-
formed the agencies of her data
back in March. Did I hear this
correctly? Why did EPA and the
other informed agencies “sit on
this data” until the study broke
in the paper?

10. In addressing these poten-
tial new contaminants of con-
cern, how will environmental
justice be addressed?

11, if thereis foundtobea
problem emanating from zine,

AU oLl ik %ﬁfi"i’éfﬂ”ﬁ}ﬁiﬁéi‘ﬁiﬁﬁ LEIA™
w% m ﬁmw { fus Tarr

t. [fthereisa W@hm
y zt and fix it? If
there is not a problem, substan-
tiate that claim to allay public
f@ﬁr
""" Finally, using the precaution-
ary pmmpﬁﬁ , dre we missing
anything that we could be doing
to improve the cleanup? Do we
need more public education
&i:&mzt Eww i:{:; pmmﬁt i}ﬁéﬁ%&ii

:%ﬁi»:iﬁisit:imx

Or. John W. Ray is a professor of |
;i}e::sé tical science and public policy
at Montana Tech. He is vice-
president of Citizens for Labor and
Environmental Justice and a board
member of CTEC {Citizens Technical
Environmental Committee). The

views %xgﬁmﬁgm are his own and do

not necessarily represent the views .
of Montana "%E’f@m CTEC or CLEL '
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